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Introduction 
At the request of the Commission, staff met with stakeholders to discuss proposed additions to 
Title 5, California Code of Regulations pertaining to degree authorizations and how they align 
with the “highly qualified” teacher requirements of the federal No Child Left Behind Act 
(NCLB).  Since the original agenda item was printed, the Commission has received numerous 
letters from the K-12 and higher education communities providing comments about the proposed 
degree authorizations.  The letters are attached to this item. 
 
Background 
As mentioned in the original agenda item, the Commission staff and State Board staff met with 
middle school stakeholders on March 3, 2004.  An e-mail in this Agenda Insert on page GS 2F – 
7, from California State University and the University of California raises the issue of process 
because that they were not included in the meeting.  In response to both organizations issue, the 
meeting was not a public meeting but held at the direction of the Commission to meet with 
middle school stakeholders.  This was an opportunity for staffs from both agencies to hear the 
issues facing middle schools as they pertain to NCLB and the impact the proposed degree 
authorizations will have on staffing middle schools.  The participants at this meeting were those 
organizations that made a presentation at the November Commission.  At the end of the meeting 
the stakeholders agreed, as mentioned in the original agenda item, that staff should move forward 
with the degree authorizations with the understanding that supplementary authorizations would 
continue to be offered; there was limited discussion about the content of the proposed degree 
authorizations.  Staff did mention that the 16 upper division units had been deleted from the 
proposal because the SBE Title 5 regulations defined coursework equivalent to a major to be 32 
units.  There was very limited discussion about this issue because the group was informed that 
the proposal would be an information item at the March Commission meeting when the public 
and stakeholders would have an opportunity to discuss the merits of the proposal.  While the 
higher education systems were not represented a middle school professor from California State 
University, San Marcos did attend.  As evidenced by this Agenda Insert many stakeholders have 
taken this opportunity to voice support as well as propose alternatives to the proposed 
regulations, as was originally intended.   
 
The degree authorization proposal being presented at this meeting differs from the proposal 
presented at the August, October and November Commission meetings in two areas.  The first is 
the elimination of the language changing the supplementary authorizations and proposing a 
sunset date.  The second is the elimination of the 16 upper division semester units that had been 
previously proposed for the degree authorizations.  The reason for eliminating these units was to 
align the requirement with the State Board’s Title 5 regulations pertaining to Highly Qualified 



 

Teacher, which define coursework equivalent to a major to be 32 semester units.  Other issues 
considered were the difficulty in staffing middle school classrooms and access to coursework. 
 
The federal regulations pertaining to Highly Qualified Teacher (HQT) for NCLB, define a 
Middle School/High School teacher to be HQT if the teacher, in the subject matter he or she 
teaches, has either passed a statewide test, holds a major, completed coursework equivalent to a 
major or holds advanced certification.  The definition for coursework that is equivalent to a 
major was left up to the states to define.  Following is chronology of how the State Board 
defined coursework equivalent to a major. 
 
Chronology of Definition for Coursework Equivalent to a Major 
June 
11-12 - State Board staff presents initial concept to define a NCLB Highly Qualified Teacher.  
The concept does not define coursework that is equivalent to a major. 
 
July 
9-10 - State Board staff presents proposed Title 5 regulations defining a Highly Qualified 
Teacher.  The proposed regulations do not define coursework that is equivalent to a major. 
 
August 
13-14 - Commission staff proposes Title 5 regulations pertaining to degree authorizations.  The 
proposal is a method for teachers to earn an authorization to meet the NCLB HQT coursework 
equivalent to a major.  The Commission adopts the degree authorizations concept based on 32 
semester units, 16 of which must be upper division units. 
 
September 
10-11 - The State Board hears a report on the Title 5 regulations pertaining to HQT and directs 
staff to make changes to the regulations and conduct a 15-day notice.  The changes do not 
include a definition for coursework equivalent to a major. 
 
October 
1-2 – Commission staff presents the Title 5 regulations pertaining to degree authorizations based 
on 32 semester units, of which 16 must be upper division.  The Commission delays action to 
allow staff to meet with subject matter panels to align the degree authorizations with the K-12 
Content Standards. 
 
November  
5-6 – The Commission staff presents the degree authorizations for the third time; K-12 
stakeholders make presentations before the Commission asking to delay action and meet with 
Commission staff to review the proposed degree authorizations.  The Commission delayed acting 
on the proposed degree authorizations and directed staff to meet with stakeholders. 
 
12-13 - The State Board reviews the revised Title 5 regulations pertaining to HQT and makes 
further amendments including a definition for coursework equivalent to a major and requests a 
second 15-day notice.  The State Board regulations define coursework equivalent to a major to 
be 32 semester units in non-remedial coursework in a particular discipline. 



 

 
February 
27- The Office of Administrative Law approves the Title 5 regulations pertaining to HQT. 
 
Below is the specific Title 5 regulation language pertaining to coursework equivalent to a major: 
 

Subchapter 7. No Child Left Behind Teacher Requirements 
Article 1. General  
§ 6100. Definitions.  
For purposes of No Child Left Behind Teacher Requirements, the following definitions shall 
apply:  
 (b) Coursework Equivalent to Undergraduate Major: Thirty-two nonremedial semester units 
in a particular discipline from an accredited institution of higher education shall constitute 
coursework equivalent to an undergraduate major.  

 
March 
3 – Commission, State Board and Department of Education staff meet with the stakeholders who 
had requested a meeting at the November Commission meeting.  The stakeholders agreed to 
move forward with the degree authorizations as long as the supplementary authorizations 
continue to be offered.  The degree authorizations are amended to align with the SBE’s Title 5 
regulations as they pertain to coursework equivalent to a major. 
 
 
Attached are five e-mails and 37 letters that provide comments regarding the degree 
authorizations proposal: 
 
E-mail received from Claire Palmerino on March 12, 2004 
 
Hello Dale… 
I write to you on behalf of the CSU Fullerton Secondary Cooperative Teacher Education 
Program, our secondary education campus council comprised of representatives from the 
academic and education departments. We reviewed your summary report titled, Additions to 
Title 5 Regulations Pertaining to Degree Authorizations. 
  
We object to eliminating a minimum of 16 units of upper division work from the new 32-unit 
supplementary authorization requirements. We understand and support the increase from 20 
units to 32 for the supplementary authorizations so as to justify the authorization as the 
equivalent to a degree; however, we do not agree that a person who has 32 lower division units 
in a subject has a degree equivalent. NCLB requires that the person have a bachelor’s degree 
or equivalent in the subject to be taught; we know of no bachelor’s degree that lacks upper 
division units. 
  
We ask that you reinstate the upper division unit requirement even though the SBE did not 
include it for the HOUSSE. Surely we want our new teachers entering the field to be subject 
matter competent; this authorization requires neither a subject matter exam nor a complete 
subject matter preparation program. Let us at least keep to a minimal standard that includes 
upper division units. 
  

http://www.fullerton.edu/cct
http://www.fullerton.edu/aac


 

Thank you for your consideration. 
Claire Palmerino 
  
Claire Palmerino, Ph.D. 
Director, Academic Advising Services 
California State University, Fullerton 
CCT website: www.fullerton.edu/cct
AAC website: www.fullerton.edu/aac
 
E-mail received from Phoebe Roeder on March 16, 2004  
 
Dale: 

Recently Claire Palmerino sent you the message below requesting that the Commission 
reconsider including the 16 upper division unit requirement in the proposed requirements 
for a degree authorization. 

I support that idea that 16 upper division units should be required for a "Specific" degree 
authorization, which would allow an individual to teach high school subjects.  I think 
more rigor is required.  If campuses don't want to include 16 upper division units, they 
should help potential teachers pass the appropriate CSET exams. 

I do NOT think that 16 upper division units should be required for an "Introductory" 
degree authorization, which would allow an individual to teach through 9th grade.  I think 
zero to ten units would be reasonable.  All of SDSU's current Introductory 
Supplementary Authorizations plans include lower and upper division courses, but it 
would be difficult or undesirable to push the total upper division units to 16.   

As an example, please consider how I might design an Introductory Degree Authorization 
for science.  Because I coordinate the single subject preparation programs for physics, 
geoscience, and chemistry (as well as the Liberal Studies major), I am very familiar with 
the types of science courses that might be chosen: 

*I would probably choose 21 units of lower division coursework, preferably the courses 
that forms the general science core for SDSU's single subject preparation science 
programs.  These courses were chosen to prepare science majors to teach the introductory 
integrated science type courses common to middle school through ninth grade.  The 
lower division courses in the core are the same as those taken by regular biology, 
chemistry, geology, and physics majors.  
    
*I would probably complement these courses with 9 units chosen from the science 
courses that currently satisfy upper division general education at SDSU.   These general 
Education science courses deal with a number of key issues, including the environment, 
history of science, etc. that would be useful for a future teacher.  SDSU uses a couple of 
these in its current singles subject preparation program; my science students think they 
are valuable for their future careers. 



 

*I would not use science courses that satisfy upper division requirements in the biology, 
chemistry, geology, or physics majors at SDSU because students would have to take 10-
18 units of prerequisites for each subject before they could take one of these majors' 
courses.   

Based on the above analysis, I hope that for the Introductory Degree Authorizations the 
Commission adopts a plan that requires 32 units with 0 to 10 upper division.  However, I 
hope the Commission continues to work toward versions of the CSET exam that would 
extend individuals' authorizations so that they could teach middle school.  The 
Foundational-Level Mathematics exam option is intriguing. 

Phoebe Roeder  
Liberal Studies Program Coordinator  
Science Single Subject Program Coordinator  
San Diego State University 
 
Email received from Jean Beard on March 19, 2004 
 
Memo to: Dale Janssen, Director, Certification, Assignment and Waiver 
Division, CCTC 
 
From: Jean Beard, Coordinator, Subject Matter Preparation Programs, San Jose 
State University 
 
Subject:  Proposed Title 5 regulations pertaining to degree authorizations 
 
Item 2F on the Commission’s March agenda has several problems that I think 
should be considered before making the proposed changes to Title 5.  It was 
disappointing to see that the providers of new majors or their equivalents 
were not well represented among the stakeholders who developed this proposal.  
Had California Community Colleges and California State University (CSU) 
subject matter faculty been represented I think there may have been some 
differences in what changes were proposed. 
 
The Federal requirements from No Child Left Behind (NCLB) do provide an 
opportunity to assure better preparation for teachers in both middle schools 
and high schools.  The California Introductory Supplementary Authorizations 
are not sufficient for teachers new to the profession.  It is appropriate to 
have collegiate majors for middle school teachers.  In fact the current San 
Jose State University majors in Social Science and Natural Science for 
Multiple Subject teacher preparation provide such preparation. 
 
My concerns are of two types.  First those related to the 32 units that would 
qualify in lieu of a major, and second with specifics related to the Social 
Science and Science specifications.  My summary follows. 
 
Title 5.80089.3, Section a.2. It is inappropriate for several reasons. 
 1.  The equivalent of a major of any kind would require upper division 
units.  To omit them here is an inappropriate extension of the 20 units 
acceptable for a Supplementary Authorization.  All California higher 
education segments are having budget problems, so to single out CSU’s and 
thereby eliminate us from the requirements takes a narrow, inappropriate view 
of the situation.  It may be reasonable to consider fewer upper division 



 

units than the 16 originally proposed, but not to eliminate them all 
together.  A CSU BA degree requires a minimum of 12 units of upper division 
work in the major.  (Also applicable to Title 5.80089.4, Section a.2) 
 
 2.  The use of non-remedial units applicable to a degree is not the 
same as units applicable for a degree in that subject area.  For instance a 
Biology course that is acceptable for General Education credit, would be 
acceptable units toward a non-science degree, but may not be applicable to a 
degree in any of the sciences.  (Also applicable to Title 5.80089.4, Section 
a.2) 
 
 3.  A minimum requirement of 3 semester units in each listed field 
makes less sense for a 32 unit program than it did for a 20 unit one.  In 
Science the same 3 units General Education Biology course listed above would 
qualify a person to teach a year of Life Science in grade 7, or a year of 8th 
grade Physical Science with a 3 unit Astronomy course for GE physical 
science.  Why not increase the minimum number of units in the listed fields, 
probably to 6 units?  It would be far better in Science, the subject area 
that I know best. 
 
Title 5.80089.3 Section b.6. Science is weaker than the existing Introductory 
Science Supplementary Authorization.  It lacks the requirements for 2 
sequences and for at least one course with a laboratory.  The two sequences 
assured a minimum of 6 units in two of the four sciences.  The CDE Curriculum 
Commission just authorized text selection criteria requiring a minimum of 25% 
hand-on activities so to omit laboratory experience for the teachers makes 
less sense now.  There will be Science content examinations in 8th grade 
dealing primarily with the Physical and Earth Science Standards.  Shouldn’t 
future middle school science teachers be reasonably prepared in these 
subjects? 
 
Title 5.80089.4 omits all mention of sciences.  Why is that? 
 
Title 5.80089.3, Section b.7. Social Science does not list Economics.  But 
Title 58089.4, Section b lists Economics, as well as Civics/Government, 
Geography and History without reference to California, U.S. or World, but 
does not list Social Science.  This appears to be related to the 
contradiction between California subject matter and No Child Left Behind. 
Shouldn’t we sort that out before putting these contradictory items in Title 
5? 
 
I have checked Monday’s statement from the U.S. Office of Education about 
adjustments in Science requirements for NCLB.  Without details it is not 
clear how that will help the current Biology majors to also teach Chemistry, 
but I gather it will be somewhat more feasible.  I didn’t see anything that 
will help with the Social Science contradictions, or middle school in 
general. 
 
We do need clarification.  We are inundated with questions from our students, 
local teachers and school districts that we can’t answer with any clarity.  
Current and prospective teachers want to comply with the new standards, but 
we can’t help them at this point in time.   We too are frustrated by the 
uncertainty.  But that should not lead us to make inappropriate or untenable 
changes in California code. 
 
 



 

Email received from Maureen Scharberg March 22, 2004 
 
Mr. Janssen, 
 
As Director of Science Education at San Jose State University, I strongly 
support and endorse Dr. Jean Beard's comments regarding science that she e-
mail you on Friday, March 19, 2004. 
 
The Community College and CSU stakeholders that represent subject matter 
competency should be involved with Item 2F.  At SJSU, we do have a Natural 
Science major that could potentially serve as a state-wide model for subject 
matter competency preparation for middle school science teachers.   
 
We certainly need clarification regarding middle school science requirements 
that are NCLB compliant.  We look forward to working with CTC in this matter. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Maureen Scharberg, Director of Science Education 
San Jose State University 

 
E-mail received from Dr. Beverly Young, California State University and Robert 
Polkinghorn, University of California on March 23, 2004. 
 
Agenda item GS2F proposes altering the university coursework requirement for either level of 
degree authorization (sometimes referred to as “supplemental authorization”) to 32 semester 
units, with no specification as to upper or lower division requirement.  The California State 
University and the University of California together would like to offer several points of 
information related to this agenda proposal.  In the spirit of the Commission’s commitment to 
work collaboratively, we, as major stakeholders responsible for delivering degree authorization 
programs, feel strongly that the current proposal should be modified. 
 
It is understood that this recommendation is meant to align with the definition used by the State 
Board of Education, to be in compliance with the NCLB requirement for such authorization.  To 
be considered "highly qualified" NCLB requires that teachers have at least the equivalent of a 
degree major in the area to be taught.  SBE has proposed that 32 semester units would meet that 
requirement. 
 
The two public university systems would like to raise two points of difference with the 
recommendation offered, and two proposed alternatives. 
 
Content 

• First, in terms of the content of the proposal (and more directed to the SBE responsibility 
to certify that this constitutes the equivalent of a degree major), the universities would 
agree that 32 lower-division semester units would represent a strengthening of the 
existing supplementary authorization standards, but not that this would be "equivalent" to 
a baccalaureate major.  California could reasonably argue that 32 semester units, of 
which at least 12 are upper division, are equivalent to a baccalaureate major.  There are 



 

no majors within either university system that do not have a requirement of upper 
division coursework.  

  
Process 

• Second, the process of the development of this agenda item has not allowed appropriate 
input from the higher education segments.  At its last appearance on the CCTC agenda 
(August, 2002) the proposal was for 32 semester units, of which 16 must be upper 
division.  In March 2003, a meeting of selected stakeholders was held to gather input, but 
none of the higher education segments was invited to the meeting.  Based on the input 
gathered at this meeting, the initial proposal has been changed to remove the upper 
division requirement entirely.   

 
• The rationale offered, in part, is a perception that in tough budget times, universities have 

more difficulty in offering upper division coursework, and that such coursework may be 
less available.  While the current budget situation will certainly make all course offerings 
more difficult, lower vs. upper division standing will not affect offerings differently.  And 
certainly this would be an area where the university segments might reasonably be 
requested to offer an opinion as to the probability of this being an issue.  Further, the 
overall question of what constitutes the equivalent of a baccalaureate major might also be 
a relevant question on which to consult higher education.  

 
Alternatives 
 

• The Commission might consider a proposal to modify the previous recommendation (32 
semester units; 16 of which must be upper division) to 32 units, 12 of which must be 
upper division.  This is a less stringent requirement, but is consistent with what the 
university could support as at least a minimum equivalent to the subject matter major. 

 
• In conjunction with, or instead of the previous alternative, the Commission might adopt 

separate requirements for the two levels of supplementary authorization.  The proposed 
32 unrestricted unit requirement might be more appropriate only for the Introductory 
Supplemental Authorization, while the more structured requirement to include a 
minimum of 12 upper division units could be applied to the more advanced Specific 
Supplementary Authorizations.  This is a less preferred alternative, because even for the 
Introductory level, this would still not truly be the equivalent of an academic major, as 
the federal regulations require. 

 
Thank you for your consideration of this information.  Thanks also to Commission staff, 
particularly Dale Janssen, for assistance on this issue. 
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